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This rcport contains the mid-life (20 months) evaluation of the nongovernmental 
organizations (NGO) component of the Cochabamba R e g i d  Development Project 
(CORDEP) being implemented by Planning AssisGurcc (PA). CORDEP is a US$80 million, 
five-ycar (1992-1997) project to develop altenrative employment to coca-growhg and cocaine 
processing. CORDEP is a complex project with multiple components and multiple 
implementing institutions. 

On 11 December 1991, USAID/Bolivia and PA signed Coopaative Agreement No. 
511-0617-A-00-20360 for the implementation of the NGO componant of the CORDEP 
project. The Coaperative Agresment covers the period December lst, 1991 through 
November 30, 1994. The total estimated amount of the CA for the period is $7,745,531. 

The a of the cOOpQative agreement is to devrlop alternative employment to 
coca-growing, with competitive earnings, in agriculture, small manufirchving, and scrvim in 
the Department of Cochabamba. The burnose of the Cooperative agreement is to ensure that 
NGOs makc their best possible contribution in helping to implement CORDEP. The & of 
PA under the agreement is fo manage the NGO component and to pnwide administrative 
assistance to NGOs. 

1 

PA begun implementing the Cooperative agreement in Deamber 1991 by inheriting 
four ongoing projects funded under a predecessor project by Proyecto de Desarrollo 
Altemativo Regional (PDAR), the Bolivian implementing agency. During the agricultural 
year 1992-1993,54 NGOs submitted 68 grant applications in two rounds of ,funding. 
Twenty-thrce projects were eventually selected with a total value of SB 9,004,769. Between 
March-June 1993,43 NGOs submitted 54 grant applications for the agricultural year 1993- 
1994. Sixtecn projects were selected for funding with a total value of SB 8,331,000. In 
addition, three radio programs will continue to receive funds in 1993-1994, as will the Uni6n 
de Asociaciones de Productores de Banana (UNABANA), a banana procesSing/exporting 
venture being managed by Dcvelopment'Altemtives Incorporated (DAI); this brings the total 
number of organizations being funded by PA to 19. The NGOs selected for funding in 1993- 
1994 include 18 of the 23 funded in the previous year and two new programs. 

At the time of this evaluation, all NGOs were in the process of closing 1992-1993 
activities and/or readying their 1993-1994 projects. This includes, (1) to close, gathering 
information on agricultural yields and hners gross incomes as harvests are concluded and 
crops sold, and (2) to get ready for new projects, establishing baseline Qta and elaborating . 

final work plans. 

The results of the first f'ull year of funding reported by the NGO include the 
following: 



6,550 families received agricultural technical assistance. Of thae, 1,140 were 
1(xatcdinthe-. 

Yields per hectare in 32 crops (ranging from 16 percent to ova 300 percent). 

Significant incmsa in income (not yet quantified, projected increases range from 
US$ 150 to over USS2,OOO). 

1,963 hectares cultivated with NO0 assistance (inputs, production technologia). 

584 pilot plots to demonstrate (and validate) production technologies and/or new 
crops to the mnc. 

Soil and water conservatim technologies in 385 hectanw. 

Over 17,000 meters with soils and water consezvation technologies, such as 
contour rows, infiltration channels, head canals, fetaining walls, etc. 

Forestation in 413 hectares and dong 69,OQO meters of river bands and along . 
property lines as live fences. 

Over 12,000 (78 percent men and 22 perrxnt women) were trained in various 
short-term COU~SCS and m-the job in agriculture and livestock production 
technologies, d and water conservation, amounting, credit operation and cafts. 

The scope of work contains 28 questions divided into five groups as follows: (1) gcal 
and purpose, (2) program objectives, (3) implementation &ectiveness, (4) project impact, 
and (5) other. 

The main evaluation findings and recommendations follow. 

Although all stated assumptions in the logical framework are still valid, it has now 
became apparent that the Cooperative Agreemart needs to be reviewed to address 
the issue of the sustainability of the gains made in agricultural production and 
productivity. To do this, h e m  need continued access to agricultural production 
inputs and technical assistance. At mt, the NGOs are the only sours of 
technical assistance in ntost arcas and for most farmers, as well as the only reliable 
providers of @cultural inputs. Consequently, continuity is important to sustain 
and increase the gains being made by h c  farmers, at least until either the farma 
themselves can pronick these services through fivmes rrssociations or private firms. 
It is recommended, # d o n ,  that CORDEP make changes in its NGO : 
program that will help NGOs strive towards ~ ~ c y .  

There is much room for impnwing coordination among all Mission activities within 
CORDEP and within alternative development. This k a complex project with 
multiple implementing institutions making coordination an especially difficult task. 



The most pmcUcaI coordination rnexhdsn to improve the N O  component's 
performance are: the renewal of consensus on the component among the key 
implmating insthutions and the adaptlon of the Integrated Frodud 
~ v e l o p ~  Plans O P )  by. institutions as the guide to d o n .  

NGOs (within and outside of CORDEP) arc cumntly, in most areas, the only 
significant suppliers of inputs and technical assistana &as in most Edning 
areas. It is unWoJy that dtha the sta& or private for-profit firms will enter the 
market in the near future. It is also unlikely that most Earmer wens would 
be able to supply thcst Services as effichtly and at a lower cost than the NGOs. 
It k therefore important for CORDEP to mview its NGO component shtegy 
and pollicy to make it easy as p d b l e  for the NGOs to develop and 
implement strategies for their own long-term sustainnbility. 

Current time limits are not adequate for meeting project god and purposes. For 
all practical purposes, this (July 1993 to June 1994) is the second and last year of 
activities as conceived in the cooperafive agreement. Without an extension of the 
NGO component, therr: is a danger that most the gains being made will not be 
consolidated and thus fail to contribute to the achievement of the goal and purpose 
of the project. USAID should consider funding the NGO during the ranah& 
life of CORDEP. 

PA assistance has established a well designed and very detailed system for the 
administration of the component. The system is functioning well. PA staff are 
generally well regarded and respected by NGO staff. The few complaints seem to 
center not on technical or administrative issues, but on d o n a 1  0vQzcalous 
project supervision. If USAID extends the Me of the NGO component, it 
should also extend PA's cooperative agmment. 

In all crops attended by the NGOs, yidds per h m  have increased significantly, 
in some cases doubling and tripling. These increases have kar achieved by using 
high quality seeds (not even CQtified sds),  introducing new varieties and 
improved technologica, providing technical assistance through the production cycle, 
and by using unadulterated inputs provided by the NGOs. Although them is 
direct impact on incomes from higher yields per hectare (that is net income 
increases), the impact on the quality of life of the beneficiaries will tak longer to 
make itself felt. Here, the challenge is to sustain income incnases long enough to 
make a qualitative diffezena in the lives of the famities. 

Of special note in the project selection criteria is the requirement that the prqject 
be clearly focwsed on income incrtascs and/or jab creation and maintenance, and 
that the outputs be quantified. This requirement accounts for one of the most 
distinguishing chamct&tica of the CORDEP NGO component. The emphasis on 
productive projects, income increases, and job creation arc contributing to the 
emergence of a new type of NG(1-an NGO that specializes in agricultural 
technology transfa. This is a welcome development among the gmwing number 



of NGOs dedicated rural development, which dcnd (o be g a d  and broad 
focussed. This is also a welcome and timely development that adds to the efforts 
of agencies such as Institute of Agricultural Technology (IBTA], the Corgoraci6n 
de Desarollo de Cochabamba (CORDECO), and oldcr NOOs. 

CORDEP's NGO mmponent is oontributing to the emugerm and consolidation of 
specialized and narrowly focuslscd NGO that play a role in the small farmer Jacbr as 
agricultural technology trandm agcnt and agricultural input piovider. Both mtes am 

, important in anas and activities where neither the state nor the paivaQfm-pfit sector have 
a significant presence. This type of NGO will k o m c  mom common as many donors and 
older NGOs shift their strategies from braad based integrated rwal development activities 
with emphasis on education and community developmart to income and job pducing 
projects. CORDEP's NGO experience can serve as a model for the Bolivian Government as 
it reorganizes and restmctum the IBTA and se&a ~ & V C  models for a new national 
system for agricultural technology transfer. 



SECTION I1 



This report contains the mid-life (20 months) evaluation of the nongovernmental 
organizations (NC30) component of the Cochabamba Regional Development Brojcct 
(COXDEP) being implemented by Planning AssisCance (PA). 

The report is divided into five d o n s .  Section I (this section) is a b ~ e f  summary 
about the organization of the rcpxt. Section I1 contains tht evaluation mmmendations. 
Section III is a brief history of CORDEP, the NGO component, and a very brief description ' 

of the characteristics of NGOs in Bolivia. Section IV summarizes the purpose and goal of 
the evaluation, as well as the expeaed outputs in the Cooperatve Agreement. Section V 
contains the evaluation questions, findings, and clonclusions. Annex A is a statement on the 
methodology used in the evaluation; Annex B a copy of the soope of work; Amex C is a list 
of persons interviewed; and Annex D is the "AID Evaluation Summary" form No. 1330-50. 

This evaluation report starts wi !h recommendations. These mmmendations are 
based on the findings and conclusions of Section V. They are presented as a separate section 
to emphasize the overall finding that the NGO component is performing well, but that 
changes in its o v d  strategy need to be made if the achievements of the NGOs are to be 
sustained, improved, and consolidated in the remaining life of CORDEP. 

The evaluation scope of work contained 28 evaluation questions. These questions are 
ad- in Section V, which also m t s  the findings, conclusions, and suggestions. 
Because some of the evaluation questions are repeated, thcre is duplication in the findings 
and conclusions. The evaluator opted for this format, hoping that repeating some findings 
and conclusion from different paspectives would add strength to the recommendations. 



Recommendation #I: Reach -wed consensus of what the NGQ component 
aims to achieve and how St will do this 

CORDES implementing institutions with active partidpation in the NGO 
component (USAID La PadCochabamba, Proyedo de Desanollo Alt!snative 
Regional JPDAR], Development Alternatives (DAI), Agrocagital, and PA &odd 
agree on what the NGO component aim to achieve and how it can best do it. 
This would improve the overall efficiency and impact of the component and lead to 
more timely and active participation by these institutions in the yearly round of 
sub-praject definition, and selection. 

Given that fact that the Integrated Product Development Plans (IPDP) am being 
completed, they should be amply discussed by all CORDEP NO0 implementing 
agencies and adopted as built-in coordination mechanisms. This would reinforce 
the coordination and cooperation being obtained through the cropspecific Grupos 
Tecnicos operatives (Technical q#ating Groups). 

Once current re-Stnrcturing changes arc completed, USAID should consider 
holding an NGO component lCYiew/planning &on to develop an NGO 
component work plan where NGO component participating institutions' rtdes are 
defined and agreed upon. 

Recommendation 1Y2r Extend the life of the NGO component 

In 20 months, the CORDEP NGO component has ad in motion a developmental 
process that is meeting the goals and objectives of CORDEP. To sustain, improve, and 
consoli&te the gains made by the NGO component, USAID/]Bolivia should consider funding 
an extension of the life of the NGO component to coincide with the lik of CORDEP. 

Recommendation 4'3: Emphasize loq-term sustai~bility of achievements 

To maximize the effectivmess of the NGOs and to sustain the bendits their clients 
an obtaining, USAID should consider the following dated changes in the NO0 component: 

Use the project pmpmation gutdellnes more aggmdvely as nquests for 
propods (RFPs) to direct ~ u r c c s  and actions to what CORDEP considers to be 
strategic ateas/crops. Consider tailoring RFPs to meet CORDEP gracific 
objectives and priorities rather than just the general objective. 



e Encourage NGOs to work with farmer groups under a w v h  contracts for a fee 
(not matter how nominal) to increase accountability and professionalism. Aim 
for a generalizcd policy among NO08 to work towards real cost rccovay for 
SCNices. Be flexible, recognizing that some swim may have the potential to pay 
more khan their real costs while others will not. 

&quire the NGOs and their hen- develop a long-hm 'Asion of what 
they want to achSeve in c o n a t  with the goals and ot&dvm of CORDEP. 
This need not commit CORDEP to long-term financing or to institution building, 
but to creating incartives within the grants to do so. Long-term goals could 
include outputs such as: (1) a technology transfer agemy (the NGO) providing 
services to a producer association for a k, an (2) NO0 that produces and sells 
certified seeds, provides inputs and production technology asshncc to individual 
h e r s ,  and handles postharvest activities for a fee; (3) a producen association 
that contracts the services of an NO0 specialized in technology transfer; (4) a 
combination of any or all of the above. 

Use multiyear grants, conditioned on performance, in selected -. 
Provide gradually declining long-term fun- leading to M ~ W t y  
when the NO0 is expected to raise maws by providing JCrYices for a fee, 
and/or enter into joint venture production or marketing projects with the farmers, 
and/or to obtain grants from other sources so that it can gradually cover its 
expenses for the portion not funded by CORDEP. 

Adopt a p o w  thpt encourages entmp~~~wrial performance by NGOs while 
pmsemhg their service nature. This may be done either by allowing and 
encouraging NGOs to undertake those activities where th- are no private sector 
firms (such as secd production, input provision, pogtharvest handling, and even 
marketing), or by allowing the NGO to act asvmbrella for businma firms that 
work with the NO0 and the fhmers on joint venhures ("riago compartidow basis). 
These businewes (production of export crops, seed production, postharvest 
handling, exports, etc.) wouldin turn produce the revenues to cover NO0 
aperating costs. 

Adopt a policy that encourages NGOs to seek self-mdahbility by lnwarding 
innovation and entrepreneurship without abandoning their sexvice nature. Although 
NGOs can enter or are entering revenue activities, such as seed production and 
input provision, they should be fiae to explore other areas, including joint 
production/processing/marketing ventures with intuestd farmers or groups of 
f'annets. 

Endow the NGOs with took and equipment gradually over the life of their 
pmjects and conditioned on performance. The equipment most NOOs need is 
basic and includes desks, computers, and vehicles. Endowing thc NGOs with only 
the basic equipment they need encourages frugality, and efficient use of mources. 



Recommendation 14: Extend PA'S Cooperative Agreement 

Should USAID decide to cxtcnd the NO0 wimponart life, it should also consider 
crtending PA% Cooperative Agmememt over the same period of time. PA has 
d l i s h e d  a vay effective and efficient NO0 component administration system 
and k performing well. 

End of Prcrject Status (EoRP). If these changca arc adopted, the expectations by the 
end of the project would inclucle: 

A substantial number of NOOs (50 percart) in CORDEP's current portfolio on 
their way to becoming c011solidated as self-sustaining technical asshncc 
organizations. NGOs with the best prospacts and a cleat sbategy towards self- 
sustainibility would be selected from among those curratly in PA's portfolio and 
invited to present site Jpecific competitive long-term proposals. Additional NGOs 
would be funded every year during the rest of CQRDEP if deemed neassary to 
cover sewices and or anas of interest to CORDEP. The number of the additional 
NGOs to be funded would be dWnnined by the availability of funds and an 
assessment of CORDEP's strategic needs. 

The NGOs would be working under a variety of modalities including contracts for 
technical assisma with producefleJIporter BSSOCi8tions, joint ventures to produce 
and export with farmem groups, and other forms to be proposed by NGOs and 
h e r  aSSOCiations. These contracts would aim to eventually cover the reat costs 
of NGO services. 



PROJECf HISTORY AND BACKGROUND 



SECTION III 
PROJECT HISTORY AND BACKGROUNJLI 

A. Project History 

CORDEP is US$80 million, fiveyear (1992-19!)7) project to develop alternative 
employment to coca-growing and cocaine processing, with competitive earnings, in 
agriculture, small manufacturing, and services in the department of Cochabamba. CORDEP 
follows a previous 10-year project that began in the Chaparc region and expanded to cover 
the High Valleys a m .  

CORJXP is a complex, pnqject with multiple components and project implementing 
institutions. The main project implementing institutions related to the NGO component and 
their roles are: 

USAIDh Paz, werall project management. 

USAIDlCochabamba, projtxt management and coor<lmab . . on. 

PDAR, the main Bolivian governmart CORDEP project implementing agency. 

Bolivian Institute for Agricultural Technology (IBTA), applied agricultural research 
and technology transfa in the coca-growing Chaparc region and High Valleys 
area. 

9 The Sdcio N a c i d  & -0s (SNC), a govanment road building agency. 

DAI consortium, charged with providing technical assistance to PDAR, IBTA, and 
other CBRDEP implementing agencies and with implementing the marketing 
component of the project. 

AgroCapital, charged with managing and administering the d t  component of the 
project. 

PA, charged with managing the NGO component of CORDEP, provides NGOs 
with funding, administrative assistance, and access to CORDEP9s technical 
resources. 

B. NGO Component History 

On 1 1 December 1991, USAID/Bolivia and PA signed Cooperative Agreement No. 
5 1 110617-A-oO.2036.00. The purpose of the Coopcdve Agreemat was "...to provide 
funds for the implementing assis&na to NGqs) for CORDEP. The Cooperative Agreement 



covered 1 December 1991 through 30 Novcmber 199). The total d m a k d  amount of the 
Cooperative Agreement was $7,414,036. Thc 13 December 1991 lctta obligated $1,995,715 
for program eJtpendim for the period 1 December 1991 through 30 Novanber 1992, 
starting the thraayear progr~m. The program waa amended an 8 November 1992 as 
follow#: the amount obligate up to that dabe was changed to $4,808,185, which included the 
additional sum of $2,812,470 to cover the period to November 1993. Thtough this 
amendment, the total estimatbd amount of the Cooperative Agreement was revised to 
$7,745,531. 

The a of the Cooperatve Agreement is to develop alfernative employment to 
coca-growing, with competitive earnings, in agriculture, small manufircturing, and services in 
the Department of Cochabamba. The of the Caqmtive A-ent is to ensure that 
NOOs make their best possible contribution in helping to implement CORDEP. The & of 
PA under the agreement is to manage the NO0 component and to provide adrmntstratr 

. . 've 
assistance to NGOs. 

Under the Cooperative Agreement, PA is responsible for the following outputs: 

1. Ensure that NO0 projects address the goals, purposes, and outputs of CORDEP 
and all guidelines pertaining to project design and implementation. 

2. Provide funding each year to 10 to 20 NOOs and impltmarting 20 to 30 projects 
($50,000 to $250,000 per project). 

3. Monitor inputs and outputs of NGO projects in close and full cooperation with 
USAD offices and all CORDEP implementing agencies. 

4. Help NOOs report the mults of their projects, maintain good relations with their 
berreficiarits, and improve the working environment of CORDEP. 

5. Evaluate and rcport on the impact of NO0 projects in clws and full cooperation 
with USAID offim and all CORDEP implemerrting ngmrcies. 

6. Ensure that all NO0 project c x p e n d i ~ ,  accounting, and financial reporting arc 
in full compliance with USAD standards, provisions, conditions, and procedures. 

7. Produce quarterly progress reports on all NO0 projects and contribute all needed 
and useful information to the CORDEP Managemart Information System. 

8. Ensure coordination among NGOs and with USAID o h  in Cochabarnba and La 
Paz and all organizations that implement or support CORDEP. 

Coordination was to be achieved in four ways: 

Funding guidelines were to direct NGOS to achieve the agreed upon puqma of 
the projcct. 



USAID officials would d e w  and approve all funding decisions. 

Projects were to be monitond and reported on quarterly to USAID o m ,  iind 
USAID officials could request any project adjustmurts to improve coordination 
with other CORDEP elements. 

NGO projects were to be evaluated each year prior to funding decisions for the 
new year, and ,any project that was performing poorly or did not conform to the 
purposes of the CORDEP would not be refunded. 

PA began implementing the Cooperative Agreement in December 1991 by drafting 
funding guidelines and by funding four NGOs started under PDAR (CORDEP's predecessor 
project). This initial round of funding extended fiom December 1991 to either March or 
June 1992 to allow them to complete their obligations through the 1991-1992 crop year. 

During the agricultural year 1992-1993,54 NGOs submitted 68 grant applications in 
two rounds of funding. Thirtyught grant applications were submitted in the first round 
following a workshop with interested NGOs, where the program was discwsed. Thirteen out 
the 38 were funded. These 13 NGOo wae funded for 15 months (April 1992 to June 1993) 
to permit them to conduct baseline studies and prepare for the agricultural year. Four NGOs 
with interesting but inadequately developed project proposals were given small grants (up to 
$8,000) to conduct studies to improve their proposals. Two of the four wae eventually 
fimded. An additional 29 grant applications from 26 NGOs wen rtccived in early April, 
1992 in response to five RFPs issued by PA to cover needed projects as identified by the 
technical committee. Six grants were funded in this second round. Five additional 
applications were submitted after the deadline for the second round. One was selected for 
funding, bringing the total number of funded NGOs to 23. The tdal value of the 23 grants 
was $B 9,004,769. These 23 include funds for three radio programs and the Uni6n de 
Asocaciones de Productons de Banana (tJNABANA), which mrs added to the list of projects 
in PA's portfolio in February 1993.' 

Between March and June of 1993,43 NGOs submitted 54 grant applications for the 
agricultural year 1993-1994. The Technical Selection Committee mmmmendd 15 out of the 
54 for funding by the Finance Committee. The Financc Committee approved 16 grant 
applications, one more than the 15 recommended by the Technical Commitkc. The final 
negotiated total amount of the 16 grants was SB 8,331,000. In addition, three radio 
programs will continue to receive funds in 1993-1994, as will UNABANA, bringing the total 
number of organizations being funded by PA to 19. Whm negotiation are completed, the 
total amount will be revised upwards to include additional grants for UNABANA and three 
radio programs. 

The NGOs selected for funding in 1993-1994 include 18 of the 23 funded in the 
previous year and two new ones. Of thedive NGOs that were funded in 199201993 but are 
not in the list of NGOs for the 1993-1994 year, three were ineligible because of poor 



perfofm8ncc or because their work was not within CORDEP prioritics, and two did not 
pnsart grant applications. Reportedly, these two NOOs, which have financing from other 
sources, consider the amount of paperwork required for an NO0 pant "excessive" and not 
worth the relatively small amounts of the grants. 

At the time of this evaluation, all NGOs were in the prwxss of closing the 1992-1993 
acaivities andlor readying their 1993-1994 projects. This includes, (1) to close, gathering 
information on agricultural yields and firrmen gross incomes as harvests are concluded and 
craps sold, and, (2) to get ready for new pYqjccts, establishing bgseline data and elaborating 
final work plans. 

The mults of the first full year of funding reported by the NaO include the 
following: 

6,550 families received agricultural technical assistance. Of thesc, 1,140 were 
located in the Chapam. 

Increases in yields per hectare in 32 craps (ranging from 16 percent to over 300 
P=-t)* 

Significant increasm in income (not yet quantified, projected incrcascs range from 
USS150 to wcr USS2,000) 

1,963 he dam^ cultivated with NGO assisCance (inputs, production technologies) 

584 pilot plots to demonstrate (and validate) production technologies and/or new 
crops to the zone. 

Soil and water consuvation technologies in 385 hactares 

Ovex 17,000 meters with soils and watm conservation technologies, such as 
contour rows, infiltration channels, head canals, retaining walls, etc. 

Forestation in 413 hectam and along 69,000 melrs  of river bands and along 
propesty lines as live fenm 

Ova 12,000 (78 percent mmen and 22 percat womea) were trained in various 
short-term comes a r ~ I  on-the job in agriculture and livestock production 
technologies, soil and water conservation, accounting, credit operation and crafts. 

C. The Development Industry and the N W  Sector in Bolivia 

Development is one of the largest "industrieaw in the country--this is hard to dispute. 
Although it is difficult to estimate the number of psople and the size of this "industry," 
everyone agnes it is substantial. A ncent conscwative estimate of the amount of money 



handled by the NGO gcmr is US$95 millid.  The number of existing NGOI in tk 
country is unknown, and estimates range Prom 500 to ova 1,500. In ncognition of the . . 
importance of NGOs, the past a d w o n  of Paz Zamora issued dscree No. 22409 
mgulating their status and actions. 

NGOs, which first agpeared in the country in the early 19609, have p w n  into an 
important sector ovm the past decade and will probably continue ta grow and play an 
important role in the near future. NGOs coyer a wide range of institutions, but in general 
the term =fens to a service organization that is not-fa-profit. Them arc important 

' diffemcea among NGOs in term of their gads and the strategies they employ to reach them. 
As summarized by Sandoval, NGOs can be characterrized as follows:' 

1. (-) NGOs are engaged in "social development," and provide health and 
education servim, basic infrastnrcture, and community oqpkation to "marginal" 
populations. This appmach or modality characterizes some of the first NGOs formed 
in Bolivia and this type of NGO was and is usually aflibtd with a church. 

2. (Promodon y A c o m ~ e n t o )  This term applied to an NGO that works with a 
community on a b d  based development effort; the NGO is a "partner" and a 
"guide" to the community in its efforts to develop itself and to claim its "rights" 
and/or sendm from the state. More and more the* NGOs have been evolving into 
service providing oqphtions due to the withdrawal of the stafe from ahany of thwe 
servica and from pnssue by some donors to show tangible nsults. 

3. (Asesoria) These are NGOs that prwide focussed assistance to existing groups in 
education, communal oqa&ation, andlor information directd to empowering the ' 

organizations. They are often afflhkd with political partits or posftrlate a political 
ideology. 

4. (Consubria) This are NGOs that act as consulting firms and provide servias to 
donor-funding projects. As categorized by Sandoval, this type of NGO is 
distinguished by the tiact that its main activity is consulting studies for donors. These 
include project evaluations, impact studies, and project designs. 

According to the study, the majority of the NGOs operating in Bolivia fill in the 
seumd category (Promotion y Acompailamiento). A growing number of the NGOs in this 
category are involved in productive projects including agricultutat production and 
infrastructure. 

The NGOs CORDEP is financing, especially thost that have been created in response 
to CORDEP's program, are not easily placed into one of the above categories. In getleral, 



they s k m  to be a mix bamcn the more focussed Pmmocion ad Acompaffamiento and the 
non-political hemria. Distinguishing characteristics of the CORDEP NGOs are: 

A clearly and narrowly defined project to pnwide technicat assistana to increase 
income andlor mate employment. This contrasts markedly with the mom 
traditional NGOsthat arc b d  f e  and seek M o p m e n t  on all fronts 
(education health, community Organization, and agricultural production). 

Tho ability to respond to competitive grant awards as o p p d  to NaOs that arc 
funded on noncompetitive applications. 

Specializad technical staff offering servias to farmers, such as technical assistance, 
input provision, and 0rganiZ;itional management. 

The majdty (8 of 15 in the cunent portfolio)' CORDEP NGOs wan fmed (or re- 
formed) in dired response to tedmid RFPs ratha than as a result of humanitarian, 
political, or religious msons. This is an important difference it influenas what 
NGOs do and how they opesafe. CORDEP NGOs are more like amsulting/technical services 
firms than integrated rural development projacts most traditional NGOs seem to prefer. 

As evidenced by the nsponscs to the RFP by PA in the first and second years, plenty 
of existing or potential NGOs are interested and capable of undataldng the types of projects 
CORDEP is financing. There is a large supply of experienced and qualified professionals 
and technicians who have oftm ken fnrstrafed by eitha the stifling and politicized public 
sector bureaucraciea or the weill intentimed but "ideatistic" and disturbingly un-focussed 
traditional NGOs who are ready to take advantage of the kind of apportUnity offered by the 
CORDEP NGO component. 

CORDEP NOOs fill two needs. First, they mate meaningful jobs for many 
underemployed professionals and technicians. Second, they can and are providing the kind 
of scpices small farmas need to significantly improve their lives. The new NGOs working 
through CORDEP have demonstrated that they are competent, yet far from achieving self- 
sustainatbility. In view of the fact that the NGOs are the only providers of these serviccs, 
however, their self-sustainability is directly related to the sustainability of the development 
process in which their fanner clients are embarking. 

The fanners being assisted by CORDEP need the NGOs to consolidate the 
improvements in productiodproductivity and income they arc achieving. The NaOs need to 
consolidate themselves as technical assistance . sewice . organizations and as athactive so- 



of employment for agronomists and other proftssionals. This mutual need is at the base of 
the success of the NGOs thus far and a potentially long-tm and mutually beneficial 
relationship. 



SECTION N 

PURPOSE OF TEE EVALUATION 



SECTION IV 
gURPOSE OF rn EVALUATION 

The pqosc of the d d o n  is to assess tbe project's prognss in meeting 
implementation goah and to asses its intamediabs effeds through the first 20 months. 
Based on the findings of the evatuation, m m m e n ~ o 1 1 8  fbr cbangts in design and 
implementation prucuiuns will be made so that that project will mat its goals and purposes. 

This midterm evaluation has the following objectives: 

(1) To assess the extent to which the NO0 cornponeat-managed by PA--ia 
meeting the goals and purposes of the prqject, b a d  on an analysis of the 
indicators and assumptions underlying the project design and to recommend 
changes or modifications of outputs, BOPS and implementation strategies, and 
f&. The goals and purpose of tbe prPject am as follows: 

Goal: to devdop altcnrative incomc and employment to coc8-&rowing, with 
competitive earnings, in agriculture, small manufacturing, and services 
in the Deparbnent of Cochabamba. 

Purpose: to ensum that NGOs make fbdr kd possible contributions in helping 
implement the CORDEP. 

To assess the extat to which PA is meeting program and shategic objectives. 

To assess the effectiveness and recommend strategies for improving PA sub- 
project implementation through an analysis of obstacles and bottlenecks and to 
note achievements in project managemart and administration. 

To dcte3mine the dfkcts and impact of the wbproject on the primary and 
secondary beneficianies and the adequacy of proad- and instruments for 
monitoring the impact in eecb of the sub-ssctivitics. 
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SECTION V 
EVALUATION QUESTIONS, FINDINGS, AND CONCLUSIONS 

I The stop of work contains 28 questions divided into five groups: 

A. Goal and Purpose 
B. Program Objectives 
C. Implementation Effkctiveness 
D. ProjectImpact 
E. Other 

The evaluation findings follow the scope of work outline. Findings and mclusions 
are presented for each question in each group. Some closely related questions have been 
grouped together to avoid repetition, changing the order in which the questions are listed in 
the scope of work. The numbering for the questions, however, has ban maintained for easy 
reference to the scope of work. 

A. Goal and Purpose 

1. Are the assumptions in the logical framework of the Cooperative Agreement 
still valid? If not, what am the tvnpllcatiols for meeting praject purpoges and goals. 

5. Is then b y  evidence that a siguificant portion of the NGOs will be s& 
mdahhg by the pdect completion date? 

The assumptions in the logical framework are as follows: 

Alternative employment is feasible 
NGOs are competent 
NGOs want to help implement the Project 
Befit (NGO) proposals are funded 
NGO component is funded 

Self-sustainability of the NOOs is not mentioned in the Coaperative Agreement nor it 
would seem was an issue amsidered in the design of the CORDEP as a whole, or in its 
implementation to date. The existence of NGOs appears to be have been Qkerr for granted in 
the design of CORDEP and the NGO component. 

Although all stated assumptions in the logical fiarncwork arc still valid, it is now 
apparent that the Coopeative Agreement n a d s  to be d e w e d  to deal with the issue of 
ensuring that the gains achieved by the fanners (with the help of the NGOs) ate sustainable. 
This is an issue that has emerged only as a result of the implementation experience of the 
past 20 months. 



To sustain the d m m t  i n m  in productivity urd pxodudia~ the farmen naed 
continual occesr to agricultural production inputs and technical clssisCana diQVica. N ~ O S  
(within and outside of CORDgp) are currently the only signifhint ~uppliem of inputs and 
technical asdstmcc in most fanninO areas. It is unlikely that ather the state or private for- 
pfitAnnrwillenterthemarlretinthenearfuturr!. I t i s p l a b ~ y t h a t m o s t f p n n e r  
orga&&i0111 would be able to supply these #Nirxs slrs affichtly and at a lower cost than 
the NOOS. 

Thensadforcontinuing~~t~tofirrmm~far~~mresdtocontinue 
supporting the NGOs. The NOOs themselves, impctive of the needs of CORDEP, are 
naturally interested in their continuity and survival pft# the grants.' This intercgt in SCU- 
s d v a l  coupled with the fiact that CORDEP grants are only for a year has motivatad some 
of the NOOs to actively search for revcnuts to lessur their dependency on CORDEP. Some 
of the NOOs with operating funds arc already engaged in activities to &bin and even 
inmase th& funds (fond03 rotativos). Some are exploring joint ventures with h e r s  
(riago ampartido), saad production, p0stharvcst handling, marketing, and other revenue 
g m d g  idea. CORDEP should take advantage of this and make it as easy as possible for 
the NOOs to be enhqmmial .  This includes changing some of the rules of the CORDEP 
grants without turning the NO0 component into an institution building project, nor making 
any commitments beyond those cumntly being made. 

Although ssme NOOs have acms to other funds or have some basic inbstmdm, 
the mjority (10 out of the current 15) arc clearly dependent on CORDEP's financing. This 
is qxcidly tnre in the case of the new NGOs andlor prgjects d by existing NOOs as a 
response to CORDEP's RIPS. 

As cumntly structured and operating, evidence suggests that a significant portion of 
the NGOs will not become dhutabhg. The grant agraema&i and nrtca under which the 
NGOs arc opmting are not conducive to sclf-~wtainability. In fkt, the opposite seems to 
be the case. The oneyear grants, while d d v e  as an atperiment to see if competent 
NGOs could be found, seem (in this second year) to be inducing both NGOs and their clients 
to emphasize short-term gains to the detriment of the long-term swtainability of the 
improvemeats they have both shown can be obtained by working togetha. The very 
noticeable gains in production h d  pmductivity will not be sustained without M a  
assistance and collsolidation of the technologica and services introduced by the NOOs. 
Furthennore, the policy of 'loaning' to the NGOs their working tools and equipment not 
only constraints the NGOs fiom building an endowment and stnngthening themdva as 
independent service organizations, but also perpetuates their dependency on USAID 
financing. 



It should be noted, howcyct, that not all NGOs want to become sclf'-swtaining. Some 
of the NGO'r policy is to work only with grants to provide a temporary seavice to 
beneficiaries. Once their mission is concludad, they would supposedly dissolve. 

Thue is evidence that after the first full year of NO0 funding, more than half of the 
NOOs in the program am intemtcd in, and have the potentiat of becoming, (at least 
partially) seWwstaining if the prognu is extended and if rome of the rules of the grants are 
modified. Several things must happen, including: 

A long-term institutional perspective. 

Contracts between NGO and farmen that emphasize services for a fee (no mat& 
how nominal the fees). 

A strategy to achieve @sustainability through a combination of services for a 
fee, revenues from seed production, postharvest handling, and other mechanisms. 

Mulsiycar grants conditioned on performance. 

A policy of endowing the NO0 with basic tools and equipment e% a reward far 
mults over the life of their projects and at the end of their successfully completed 
contracts. 

A policy that encourages enErepreneuria1 activities in the NO0 geared to generating 
revenues. 

2. Is there evidence that the project has improved efficiency, coverage, and 
administration of the NGO component to date? Xf not, why not? 

The majority of the NGO dirsctoPs and staff interviewed rate the administiatori of the 
NGO component by PA as a nine on a scale of one to ten. NO0 diredm indicate that PA's 
administration of the NO0 program, which was mgoodg during the first year, has improved 
markedly in this second year, and more specifically since the arrival of the c w m t  dhctor 
in October 1992. PA technical staff are generally well regardd and iespected by NGO staff. 
The few complaints seem to center not on technical or administrative issues, but on 
occasional overzealous project supervision. 

Although praise by the NaOs of PA perf~nnancc is almost unanimous, there is 
considerable,criticism of the some aspects of the program. These include the constraints 
imposed by working with -year gmts and under rules that do allow the NGOs to 
strengthen themselves as organizations. These issues have already becn dealt with above. 
They do aEf&ct the efficiency and coverage of the NGO component, as well as the 
sustainability of the achievements of the NGOs. 

PA assistance has established a well designed and very detailed system for the 
administration of the component, including a project nrpavision system that descrvcs special 



attention. Contrary to an impreasion by o b ~ ~ ~ c t l  that PA ir wa-managing the NOOI, it is 
the mq/mity opinion of the NOOI that PA'a management and aupcrvision h welcomed and 
helpful. In contrast to funding by other agendes that do occasionally carry out a aupervisgr 
visit, NaO di~atora cqmu thdr sarisfaction at being able to drow prognss rn it takes place 
and in as much detail as possible. Most NO0 directors interviewad feel thdr work and 
efforts are appreciated and am happy to put up with the demanding supervisory visits. The 
directors claim the supervisory visits keep them on track and allow8 early detection of 
problems. Tbc cloe follow-up by PA k clearly a fsctor in the relatively few problem 
projects and problem NGOs in the 20 months of operation. In fbt, PA hu canceled the 
funding for only one NO0 for lack of performance and hgularitiu~ in the use of funds. 

In the 20 months of aperations and two rounds of NO0 funding, PA has developed an 
efficient program to implement the NGO component. 

This program, which k executed in 12 month cycles, includes the following phases: 

Formulation of funding guidelines 
Approval of guidelines 
RFPs 
Analysis and evaluation of projects for funding 
PmaWion of paposal to the technical selection committee (both futi 
proposals and summaries) 
Review and appmal of selected NGOs by USAID Finance Com@ttee 
Final negotiation of grants betwan PA and the NOOs 
Monitoring the implementation of projects by the NGOs 
Administrative assistma during project implementations 
Broker tachrrical assistance betwan CORDEP and the NOOs 
Evaluation of NGO @0rm8nce and project progress 

The Technical Selection Committee recommends the projects to be funded and the 
Financial Committee makes the final selection, and if necessary, recommends changes in the 
project or project details. 

3. Is there evidence that the project has improved the productivity, quality of 
Me, of the ben-es? If not, is such evidence likely to appear by pmject 
completion? 

In all crops attmded by the NGOs, yields per hectare have increased significantly, in 
some cases doubling and tripling. These i n m  have been achieved by using high quality 
seeds (not even certified seeds), introducing new varietits and improved tachnologies, 
providing technical assistance through the production cycle, and by using unadulterated 
inputs prwidcd by the NOOs. The increases am significant even if one takes into account 
what seems to have been extremely conservative reparts of yields of the hn.8crinc data. (Sa 
subsection D, ,questions 2 and 3 of this section for mmmmendation on checking the accuracy 
of baseline data.) 



~ b N Q O o ~ e c r a d f t f o r ~ u r c h d r a m a t i c i n c l n e r s r i n p r o d u c t j v i t y ,  
it hould be noted that them incrca8e8 am the 'easy" part of the job. The lavela from which 
the NQOI sCarted were 80 low that it could be argued any input wan likely to produce a 
notkcable ~~. Clearly having achiavad dramatic d t r  in one year, the NQOI now 
feoa the challenge of consolidating the gainr. This i8 a mom difbdt and longer-tenn task, 
and one that will tales a number of yeam to accomplish. The gains made during the 1992- 
1993 crop year am an e~csllent baae on which to build. Where NaOr worked for the first 
time, their ~~cces r  won them the hut of h fatmar. 

Although there is direct impact on incomer fiom higher yields per hectare, the impact 
on the quality of life of the bc&icMca will take longu to make itself felt. Here, the 
challenge ifi to sustain income increases long enough to make a qualitative Mcrcncz in the 
lives of t h ~  familiedl they work with. To meet this challmge, more than just susEaining the 
productivity increases is naceasary. Radefining rcrop priorltiet to concentrate on high 
yielding crops and aport crops is critical to increasing and sustaining higher incomes. 

The crops currently listed by CORDEP a~ priority crops offer such promise. This 
pmmise is tern-, howeva, by a number of fjactors, including the wegk link to export 
markets, the uncmahty of further support beyond the one year projects, and the void of 
private sector firms in key W s  of the production to marketing chains (such as seed and 
input provision, poshmat handling, processing, and export). In addition to CORDEP's 
crop pridty lists, there are crqm not included in the list that fhnm and NGOs have found 
to be profitable and that they will continue to produce. Theae crops atso offer opportunitiies 
to increase and consolidak higha production and incomes for h e r s  (the crops include 
peas, peaches, dry flowers, table unn, potato laPrAa, guandul, yucca, etc.). PA needs to 
clarify for the NGOs that the priority m p s  list d m  not mean that they are only allowed to 
work with crops on the lists, but that thtae crops will receive priority attention fiom all 
CORDEP implementors. 

The majority of the fiumcrs the NGOs work with arc risk adverse, and tend to be 
conservative when making decision on what to grow. Shifting thdr production to one or two 
priority crops will be gradual and only as a mult of better return on their investment. One 
potential way to 8CCC1cratc this pmcss is to allow the NGO to take the lead in producing a 
minimum amount of high quality crops for export as a demonstration project. In effed, PA 
should consider a pilot project whae NGOs start producing an export crop as a mean to 
indudtrain fatmm in the am to start producing/promsing the crop. This wauld be an 
atension of the cumnt practice whereby NGOs work in pilot plots to demonstrate new 
technologics and/or input use. 

5. Are adequate procedures and measures in place to rssess the &vlopmentaJ 
impact of the project by its completion date? 

The NGOs are nporting in minute detail all of their activities, accomplishments, and 
failurea. They data is being collected by PA through its p j s t  progress monitoring and 
evaluation system. The data being collected by PA will be fed to the CORDEP overall 
monitoring and evaluation system, which is still u n k  design. Ona CORDEP's w d  

s 



system ir completed, PA will need to review ita own system in Ught of the requitemento of 
the w d  system. It is important that CORDEP define ib aystem requiFwnenb as won as 
podble. 

The data a p t l y  being collected by PA are an important and camtiat input for any 
dcvelopmmtal impact atudica conducted white viork k in pro~rtsl and by project completion 
date. By itstlf, boweva, the data collected k insufficient to carry out a developmental 
study. Ihis'type of study quire8 addidonal data outside of the data PA need8 to monitor 

. proj~progreJs* 

While the NO0 monitoring and evaluation system permib the measur#nent of actual 
accomplishmento over projected goals and irr adequate for the program itself, mom attention 
to measuring the economk coll~e~uenm of soh and water conservation technologies 
could be useful for both .the NO0 component and CORDEP. PA and DAI have considered 
such studies but have yet to carry them out. At least one such study ahould be carried out 
before the next round of funding so that their results can be incorporated into the project 
preparation guidelines. 

6. h e  current time b i t s  adequate for meting project god and pupose? 

No, cumnt time limits am not adequate fOr meeting project goal and purposes. For 
all practical purposes, this (July 1993 to June 1994) k the last year of activities as conceived 
in the Cooperative Agnement. By the end of this second round of funding, thae will be 
only five months left in the life of the NGO component. While these five months may allow 
a funding for a winter crop in some areas, PA would not able to complete the 1995-1995 
cycle unless its Cooperative Agreement is extended. 

The NO0 component is scheduled to ard in November 1994. By then, the NGO 
component would have funded two full years of projects and it will be five months into a 
third year of funding. It is likely that neither the NaOs nor their beneficiarier would have 
con~~lidatedthepinrthsyhPwmndeinthefirJIye~randucWpclyto~duringthe 
second year. The gains in ptoductivity and pioduction cannot be sustained without market 
incentiva or without the kind of technical cwsistance and inputs the NaOs m providing. 
Neither of these constraints is likely to be (yolved in the n u t  year. Consolidation on the 
gains will depend on market demand for the products and on the NOOs continuing to provide 
technical services and inputs, the emergence of private sector firms that provide these 
services, or the stmgthming of producerlexporter llSSOCiafions with the resources to provide 
themselves these suvices. 

In addition to the inhemt constraints to agricultural development in the region, the 
short-term nature of the NGO component does not contribute to the self-swCainability:of the 
programs' achievements in the mid- to long-term. Even if the market problems wen solved 
instantly, the problems of production would still pose a serious constraint to most h e r s  in 
the region. There are not many public or private sector suppliers of technical (LSSiStanct and 
inputs in the market. NGOs to a large extent fill this demand; thus, if the NGOs arc not 



sustainable ova the long term, the hm#n will continue to k c  en- d i fbd tks  
producing the kinds of products demanded by the markets. 

USAID ahould consider and makeadecMcmaa ll~~naspossibletoutaad thcNO0 
program to coindde with the period remaining in CORDEP. S h W  c4~Wuahshovldbe 
given to the Cooperative Agmenmt. The extension, howeva, should be made with some 
modifidons in the c u m t  NO0 program to emphasize the sustainability of the mults being 
obtained to date. 

1. What evidence exists that the NGQ component of the CCBRDEP project 
contributes to Mgher level USAID/BoUvla's sbategk objectives? 

Then are a number of outputs mulling from the NGO component that contribute 
directly to higher level USAIDLBolivia strategic objectives. These include (for 199% 1993): 

6,550 families rcccived agricultural technical assistance. Of these 1,140 wen 
located in the Chapan. 

Increases in yields per hectare in 32 crops a#ended by the NO0 ranging from 16 
percart to wer 300 perant. 

Significant in- in income (not yet quantified, projected in- range from 
USS150 to over~USS 2,000). 

1,963 hectare8 cultivated with NGO assistance (inputs, and production 
technologies). 

584 pilot plots to demonstrate (and validate) production technologies and/or new 
crops to the unre. 

Soil and water conservation technologies on 385 htctms. 

Over 17,000 meters with conservation technologies (such as infiltration channels, 
head channels, and contour rows). 

Forestation in 413 hectares and along 69,000 meters of riva bands and property 
lines as live fences. 

Over 12,000 (78 percent men and 22 percent women) were trained in various 
short-term courses and on-the job in agriculture and livestock production 
technologies, soil and wata consc~z~tion, accounting, credit operation and crafts. 



2. To what extent does the NGO camponent fit with the collnbomtivo aorta 
llcross )orhnilrul sectors to meet USAIDlBoUPfir strate& o~ectivea? 

The NaO component is one of the best instruments CORDEP has to reach the 
ultimate bes~cfichb of the prqjed, w, the work of other CORDEP implementam can and 
should contribute to the work the NO0 component ir carrying out. Although all CORDEP 
implhmtora agree on the need to cowdinate actions and recognize that each institulion can 
and should play a role in implementing the project, this consensus has not yet been fully 
translated into actual piactice. 

This is partly due to the firct that all CORDEP implementors started work at the m e  
time, before the market-lcd implementation sbrategy was fully developad. This market-led 
implementation stnabgy, which is being fbrmulJltrA in the IPDP, has yet to be fully 
internalized by all CORDEP impternentors. Inkmalidon is beginning to take place, though 
not without some difficulties and/or confusion. In the NO0 component, for example, the list 
of priority crops were incorporated into the selection process of NGOs after the project 
preparation guidelines had been issued and most NGOs had presented proposals for a second 
year of funding. Another example is provided by IBTA Valleys, whose priority crop list 
includes three cmps not included in the CORDEPIDAI priority list? 

As will be suggeatad thFoughout this report, in view of the eJrperiena of the last year 
and the changes in werall policy underway, thue is a need for renewed consensus and a 
common vision on the NGO component among all those CORDEP agencies more directly 
involved in its implementation (basically those in the Technical and Financial Selection 
committees). The consensus and common vision should be built around the IPDP, where 
roles would be clearly defined for the NGOs and each of the CORDEP implementation 
agencies. 

3. To what extent is them coordination among all Mission activities within 
CORDEP and within dtemative development? 

Thm is much room for improving amdimtion among all Mission activities within 
CORDEP and within alternative development. This is a complex project with multiple 
implementing institutions, making coordination an especially diflicult task. 

From the perspective of the NGO component, the need for better coordination is 
urgent. PA ig criticized for having issued project preparation guidelines without suGcient 
consultation with other CORDEP participants. In this second round of proposal selection, 
PA solicited comments from USAID, PDAR, DAI, and Agrocapital. PA incorporatad into 
the guideha comments and recommendations received from DAI on inigation and natural 
mufce management criteria, Othq recommendations and/or changes in priority crops and 
geographical areas wen incorporated during the selection process. In anticipation of the next 
round it would be admtagbous for PA to work with CORDEP management on a process to 



review the roles CORDEP agencies should play, the project proposal guidelinm, and to agree 
on policica and project selection criteria This should be done as soon as possible and Wore 
the next round of project selection stuts. The new criteria for funding projects should be 
advdsed to give the NOOs time to a s h i h k  them into their planning process, which in 
most awes involves bcncfdary participation. 

At the W implementation levd, the formation of crop (product line) specific 
Technical Operation aroups (Orupoa Operativcw TdCniCOS) is a welcome step in achieving the 
,kind of coordination needed to maximize CORDEP outputs. These groups, headed by 
PDAR, include technical staff from DM, Agrocapital, IBTA, PA, and the NOOs. Also at 
the field level, some NOOs, such a~ TechnoServe in the chapaxe and Asistencia T d c a  
Para el Desarrollo de Proyectos Agricolas (ASTEC), CIAPROT, and Savicio Integral de 
Asistencia T M c a  Agmpmmh (SIATA) have reached working anangements with IBTA 
andlor other agencies working in the same artas or crops. These steps am positive and need 
to be reinforced by similar understandings at higher levels in all institutions. This could best 
be achieved through a project-wide work plan that defina policies, roles, and responsibilities 
clearly. IPDP, with its step by step analysis of what needs to be done to sucassfully take a 
product from production to the market, is an obvious candidate to organize the project-wide 
work plan to serve as a built-in amdimtion mechanism. Befm such a step is taka, 
however, there needs to be agreement on the IPDPs themselves, which up to this point seem 
to be absent. 

C. Project Implementation Encctivenegp 

1. To what extent is the NGO component rn- origtnrrlly planned tirne 
schedules, and if needed, have effective steps been taken to imp- the implementation 
pace? 

The NGO component has been meting originally planned time schedules without any 
difficulty. This is due not only to the project implementation effectiveness of PA, but also to 
the fact that the NGO component fills an acute shortage of technical services in the 
agricultural sector of the department. A USAID management decision to work with fewer 
NGOs account for the reduced number of NGOs in this second year of operations when 
compared to the first year (16 NGOs and three radio programs in 1993-1994 versus 20 
NGOs and three radio programs in 1992-1993). 

The technical servim the NGOs provide include not only technical assistance in 
production and postharvest handling, but also, very importantly organizational assistance. 
The need for these SeSvim is widespread and unevenly met by a wide diversity of public 
sector agencies including XBTA, Corporaci6n de Desam,llo de Cochabamba (CORDECO), 
and NGOs. Among the NGOs filling this void arc those in the CORDEP NGO component, 
which as a group are distinguished by the their specialized nature (technology transfer), in 
marked contrast to the more traditional generalist NGOs that pursue integrated nual 
development programs. 



The largely unmet demand for spaciatizsd agricultural services and the existence of a 
large body of underemployed or unemployed agricultural professionals and technicians 
provide the main ingtedients for a suoccssful NO0 program, such as the CQRDEP NOO 
component. Furthamom as CORDEP begins to implement its market-lad development 
strategy through the XPDP, the niche or niches for NO@ (from production to sale) can be 
more clearly defined. A clearer definition of the role(s) NO08 should play will improve the 
overall effici#rcy of the NGO component considerably, and maximize the impact of their 
actions. 

2. To what extent has the pr~Ject developed and implemented adequate tracking, 
technical orrmlstance monltorhg, administrstive modtodng, repom, finamid 
planning, and accounting systems? 

The CORDEP NO0 component has developed adequate tracking, tcchnkd assistance 
monitoring, administrative monitoring, reporting, financial planning, and accounting systems. 
There are, however, some areas where there is still room for improvement. These include 

Technical modtoring (also called asupervisi~na by PA). Contrary to expectations 
that PA was overmanaging the NOOs, the very detailed and frequent technical monitoring 
system established by PA is almost u n i v d y  praised by the NOOs. Unlike other donors, 
the NGOs argue, PA's amstant monitoring has made them fbr mom accountable for the 
funds they manage and the outputs they aim to produce. The very positive effect of PA's 
detailed and systematic monitoring ia a good reason to mainfain the system am after an 
NGO proves itself an excellent performer. The better an NGO is performing, the m m  they 
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welcome the supervisory and monitoring visits of PA. In addition, the monitoring system 
also functions as a project adjustment mechanism that permits both PA and the NO0 to 
detect problems and make adjustments as needed. PA staff are criticid for occasionally 
being too m w ,  rigid, and overzealow in measuring details and loosing sight of the bigger 
picture or the dynamics of working with farmers who change their f&ming plans to adjust to 
their perceptions of the market and the availability of labor and capital. 

PA staff need to have ~ u r s c  to a source of technical how-how in projects that m 
working with novel agproacha or where there is conflicting views between the technical 
staffs of the NaOs and PA. PA's staff d a s  a exalent job in monitoring the wide variety of 
projects the NGOs are implementing, but they cannot nor should be expected to be experts in 
all crops and technologies. Thus, they could use specialists in aswshg technologies that arc 
controversial or with which they arc not familiar. These spe&lists could probably be easily 
provided by CORDEPIDAI and their participation could be tumed into informal training 
events for both NGO and PA staff. 

Admrnistmtive monitoring. Although the Mority of the NGOs expressed : 
satisfistion with the technical monitoring (capacity as well as usefulness), some NaOs naad 
increased administrative assistance and monitoring. PA recognizes this need and has plans to 
monitor budget, racord keeping, and reporting. 



Of lllpscirl interest is the frtthataUNOOsPppncLtcPA's huinenesthatbNa0 
set up appropriate financiat, accounting, and administrative system. NOOs claim that this is 
helping them put their "housm in order' and is a c&ar benefit for the institution. 
Apparently, other NO0 don010 am considerably less demanding in the management and we 
of their mourm. 

FlexibWty. As unanimous u the NOOs am about the benefit# of the systems and 
norms they must follow, they are also ~ o u a  in that they could maximize the use of 
TCSOU~~XS with more flexibility. An example of this lack of flexibility ir that all equipment 
(from pencils to vehicles) "loanedu to the NOO fix the duration of the grant. In addition 
to perpebating dependency on the grant, this policy is wasteful. It ~lcoutagea the use of 
equipment that is more expensive that any the NO0 would purchase by itself and tends to 
fosters an attitude of "I do not a m  what happens to it? Both am not only negative in terms 
of strengthening the institutions but also wasteful of very same rtsouma. 

3. What implememtatlon strategies have been established for aaustSng and 
accommodating to chmghg country, p w e d  and USAID conditions? 

Thus b, the NO0 component has not krar a part. of any prdcct-wide 
strategy/duation/planning session that may generate guidance for adjusting and 
accommodating to changing country, project, and USAID conditihs. In fact, whatever 
consensus existed at the start of CORDEP is no longer prcmt, as many voices are huvd 
within CORDEP. 

As USAID/Bolivia reviews its CORDEP strategy, in light of government changes in 
the United States and Bolivia, and as DAI compldes its IPDP, and as PDAR completes its 
restructuring, them is a need to renew project consensus and elaborate on an NGO 
component work plan to guide future actiolls. Without such a plan, there is a risk that the 
many CORDEP implementom will drift further a p t  fiom each other. As each CORDEP 
implementor worrica about meeting the terms of itJ amtract, Cooperative Agreement, etc., 
them is a tendency to be as self-sufficient as possible so as not to depend on anyone in 
reaching its objectives. This situation is obviously not conducive to the best use of ~~ 
because it promotes duplication of effort and a rough wed working environment. 

PA needs to have clear and explicit guidance on project policies, strategy, and the 
role of the various CORDEP implementing agencies to preparc project -011 guidelines 
for the next round of project selection. These guidelines need to be communicated to the 
NGO community with enough time to allow them to formulate their proposals. 

4. How efkt ive  are formal reporting and approval arrangements and 
mechanisms? 

Formal nporting mechanisms arc working well and are effectively. During 1992- 
1993 NGOS reported to PA and PA reported to USAID. Although technical reports were 
usually on time, a few NGOs w m  delayed in making their financial reports. The dates for 



PA reports to USAID through its office in Cochabamba for both the technical and 
financial reports. PA k in the process of changing this procedure, whereby the technical 
report will be prq#arad by the Cochabamba office and the fhmcld report by the Washington 
office. Thia change should impme the dl ichcy of reporting by PA and -1~ 
sped the disbursement of fundo. 

The f o n d  prq)ect approval mschanismr umsolidated in this second round of 
funding am effective, but should be modified to avoid problems. The selection process 
consists of kveral steps, fmrm developing pdeO preparation guidelines to having the finance 
committee make the finat selection of qualified praposals. Intermediate steps include a 
seminar with all interested NGOl to discuss project Prpvoton guideha, wahation and 
analysis of proposals by PA, and review and selection by the Technical Setcction Committee. 

In this year's selection process, thne in-ts occurred that mamd the proces~. 'Ihe 
fht was that PA did not allow arough time far the members of the Technical Selection 
Committee to study the proposed project preparation guidelintdl and make ~mmendations 
(they had only two days). The second was the introduction of new &ect setaction criteria 
consisting of a priority list of crops and geographic areas rrfter the guidelines had ahady 
batl distributed and proposals IdCtived. The third was the approval of a proposal by the 
financial committee that had ban found notquatified by the technical committee. These 
incidents did disturb what would otherwise have ban a vay smooth and effective project 
selection and agproval procas. 

The importana of timely preparation of project guidelines to allow inputs by USAID, 
PAR, DAI, and A&roCapital cannot be overemphapilryl. This is CORDEP's appartunity to 
direct actions to anas and crops it considers most strategic. The project preparation 
guidelines are akin to an RFP and offa the beat mechanism for Jel&cting appropriate NGOs. 

Elsewhere in this evaluation, the need fix a basic project ooordinating mechanism and 
the fact that the IPDP can be this mechanism has been Jtressed. The formulation of prd'cct 
preparation guidelines is one area where such a mechanism should be used. As thorn IPDPs 
are finalized, they should be pnsentcd to the NGOs with enough time for them to fully 
digest the information and incorporate it into their own project preparation systems. PA 
quires that the NQO we a participatory approach to project development. Most of the 
NGOs consider participation of the beneficiaries in the formulation of their projects essential 
for their sucass. These are additional reasons far better coordh&on within CORDEP (i.e., 
timely input into the project pnpgtation guidelina and the need to develop a mid- to long- 
term strategy for the NGO component to play its part in implementing the IPDPs, if these 
are adopted by CORDEP as actions plans). 



5. How e4fective is the f o d  orga&atIon and communlcatSon mong key actom 
(ej.  USAID, the NGOs, PA, beneficlrrrfes and othem) participating in the prqfect? 

Whtle communications among all CORDEP participants is fluid and operational, the 
sheer amount of work and the sped at which ao many CORDEP activitics mwc does not 
allow for the maintenance (among the multiple CORDEP implementm) of a common vision 
of what CORDEP aims to do and on how to do it, Consequently, there i8 an urgent need to 
make the time and 8pcnd the effort in a formal project-wide workshop to discuss an NO0 
component work plan. As noted bef', the changca in both gwmments (United .States and 
Bolivia), the experience of the past 20 months, the completion of IPDP, and the lessons 
learned from a first full round of NO0 funding am among the main fiactors that make a 
consensus building &on among CORDEP implementon urgent. PA's need for guidance 
before it starts the next project selection round has already ken stnssed. 

6. Did PA prepare the guirlelmem to describe goals, purposes, outputs and impact 
of the CORDEP prqject? How e4fective am they? Are they contributing to promote the 
preparation and presentation of the best possible propods from the best qualified 
NGos/PvOs? 

PA has done an exdent  job in putting together the project preparation guidelines. 
The Technical Selection Committee has done an excellent job in selecting the NOOs as 
evidenced by the mults of the NOOs. The guidelines were improved and expanded 
considerably the second year of funding. The guidelines describe adequately the goal and 
purposes of CORDEP, as well as the outputs and impact CORDEP aims to achieve with the 
activities funded through the NGO component, The guidelines include detailed geographical, 
technical, economic, environmental, and institutional selection criteM. The written 
guidelines have been complemented in both funding years with well attended seminars to 
discuss the guidelines and other issues of interest to NGOs. As has already been indicated, 
the effectiveness of the guidelines would be greatly improved in the upcoming year by 
preparing a guidelines proass that incorparates the evolving CORDEP strategy and seeks 
timely inputs from members of the Technical Selection Committee (PAR, 
USAIDlCochabamba, DAI, and AgmGapital). 

Of special note in the selection criteria is the requirement that the project be clearly 
focussed on income in- andlor job d o n  and maintenance, and that the outputs be 
quantified. This requirement accounts for one of the most distinguishing characteristics of 
the CORDEP NGO component. This emphasis, according to most of the NGOs funded, has 
forced them to focus their activities more clearly and to plan their: work more efficiently. 
This emphasis is maintained throughout the project cycle by fraqmt and very detailed 
supervisory and monitoring visits by PA technical staff. The emphasis on productive 
projects, income inmascs, and job creation am contributing to the emergence of a new type 
of NGO, one that specializes on agricultural technology transfer. This is a welcome 
development among the growing numberof NGOs dedicated to rwal development, which 
tend to be general and bmad focussed. This is also a welcome and timely development that 
adds to the efforts of agencies such as IBTA and CORDECO and older NGOs. 



7. How many hndbg ptopogpl have been d v e d ?  How a ~ u q y  have btcD 
fkanded? How many deded and why? 

PA has received 120 proposal8 in the two-and-half yem the COIOEP NO0 
component has kc. in operation. Of thae, 23 NOOl wac fundcd in 1992-1993 and 19 in 
1993-1994? Of the 120 proposals, 66 were submittal in 1992 by 54 NOOs and 54 in 1993 
by 43 NOOs. 

Of the 19 NOOs funded in this sscond year (1993-1994), 19 arc NO08 that were also 
funded in the 1m-1993 year. Five NOOg that were funded in 1992 are not included in this 
second year. Of the five, one was taminatsd because of aeriow irregularities, two did meet 
the terms of the RPPs for the ,199301994 funding year, and two opted not to submit new 
proposats. 

The majority of the proposals not hnded are composed of proposals !?om NOOs 
that: (1) did not address the tam of refetenct adequately, (2) did not meet minimum legal 
requirement (incorporated and registered), (3) were considered not rpspomive to the terms 
of rcfercflce, and (4) were duplicate efforts atready underway in a zone. 

Of special intenst in the selection of proposals was the quirement that the goal and 
objectives of the prqject be clearly defined and its outputs be measurable. Many NGOs 
accustomed to vague rcq-ts by other donors find PA's terms of refema difficult to 
live up to, as do NOQs that emphasize the broad focussed soclal and economic development 
approaches appamtly p r e f d  by other donors. This probably account for a considerable 
number of NOOs not interested in the program. 

The strength of the CORDEP NO0 componmt is pncisely that its focus is narrow 
(productive projects) and in that it emphasizes measurable mults in terms of income 
increases and job creation. In an environment where most NGOs prefer the "integrated" 
approach to development, the e m q m a  of highly spacialized and dfktive technical 
&stance NGOs is a welcome evolution. 

8. How eflledive is the technical committee in project selection? 

The Technical Selection Committee has been very &Wive in its selection of prqjects 
and NGOs. Thw k, only one NGO had to be tefininated because of imgularities. Its 
effativeness could be i n d ,  however, if the agencies involved participated actively in 
the design of a long-term NGO component strategy and in the formulation of project 
preparation guidelines. PA sends the Technical Selection Committee a copy of all proposals 
received and their mpective summaries. It reviews the proposals and sen& its 
recommendation to the Finance Committee, which makes the final dcction decision. : The 
Technical Selection Committee also makes ncommmdations for changes in the praposats 
selected. In 16 of the projects selected for 1993-1994, the Technical Selection Committee 



made recommendations for significant changes, ranging from a f m  on a new crop to minor 
modifications in the budget or allocation of resources. The Technical Selection Committee, 

a PA, and the NOOs would save considefable effort in project reformulation if the Technical 
Selection Committee members participated more actively on the formulation of project 
guidelines, as has already been suggested. 

9. Is then appropriate consideration of cost efiediveneac in the selection of 
projects to be funded and in prq/ect evduation? 

Thus far, cost effectiveness in project selnction has been measured by establishing 
p s s  indicators such as the net increase in family income as a result of a project activity, the 
cost per beneficiary, the number of hcctam andlor famitics attended by technician, the cost 
per beneficiary in relation to the ~(pectad outputs, the cost per h e w  with commercial 
crops, and the contribution of the project to the generation of additional wealth in the region 
where the project is implemented. PA has done a good job in standardizing such 
measurements and applying them uniformly to all submitted proposals in this second round of 
funding. 

These measurements of "cost effectiveneso" could be refined considerably by 
economic evaluations of completed projects or particular activities, such the economic 
impact of natural resource technologies. This is an activity, however, that falls beyond the 
scope of work of PA or the NOOs. It is an activity that should be underta)ten either by DAI 
or PAR. The results of these studits can improve significantly the criteria for prqject 
selection, the validation of technologies, and the implementation of future projects by NGOs 
within CORDEP. 

D. Project Impact 

1. Has a baselhe been established from which to measure o v d  pdect 
impact? Is there gender desqpegated information? 

PA requires the establishment of a baseline to measure project progress in each of the 
projects it funds, including gender desegregated information. As fat as this evaluation was 
able to establish, a CORDEP wide evaluation system is still under design. The CORDEP 
evaluation system is expected to permit the measurement of overall project impact. The 
information PA is gathering from the NGOs is important for any overall pmject evaluation 
system. In fact, PA's monitoring and evaluation system is extmnely detailed and elaborate 
and perfixtly adequate for measuring NGO progress. For 1993-1994, PA will streamline its 
monitoring and evaluation system to minimize the NGO's and PA's record keeping and data 
gathering. 

For PA's purposes, the system it has established allows it to measure NGO project 
progress adequately and continuously. This information can also be wed to evaluate project 
impact input into the social and economic context of the m e  where the project is being 
implemented. Whether this system fits all the requirements of the overall system can only be 
determined when the overall system is completed. Givar the amount of information being 



collected by NO- and PA, it ia likely that any werall evaluation aystsm r s q u m t r  will 
be met easily by PA's current monitoring and evaluation syrtem. 

Project impact l'e~uirca mom than just a hRICaiM and project propas data. It l l b ~ u h  
that this data be put into a broader social and economic amtext. This type on project impact 
analysis ia b a t  done by CORDEP overall cvaluafion system andlot by independent studiw. 
Neither the NGO nor PA should attempt impact 8tudiu. If they do, they would mom likely 
be self-serving, in addition to not being a proper function for either. It would be useful for 
both, however, to have impact studies done by indepcndeat evaluators Po asma the eumomic 
impact of selected NC30 activities. 

2. To what extent has r rystem for monitorinj p- for each sub-activity 
NGObeensetinplace? IotbusagenemlMdrEsystClPlinplnathrrtclrptunsa~lrntr! 
pmgres and impact on dl prqject d V W R s ?  Po them a p&m in p h a  to report this 
date to USAID? 

3. D m  the data collected ~ ~ l y  reflect praject progress toward attrrinment 
of mqjor gods? D m  data collection methodology yield dhbb and d g d h i t  data? 

As indicated befan, PA has established an intricate and Jahoratc monitoring and 
evaluation system to monitor progress of each sub-activity. These data are given to USAPD 
in summary form. 

PA r q u h  NGOs to &tail the goals, objectives, and outputs of their prsjects to an 
extent that at fmt sight may seem excessive. In practice, however, this emphasis on detail 
and on quantifiable outputs may very well be what has made the NO0 component so 
successfbl to datc. Nine of 15 NO08 that are cupzcntly holding grants find the system PA 
has established to be critical f a  thcir success. One focwsed only on one product 
(Cochinilla) finds the requirements excessive and unnaassary. Tea are new NOOs created 
as a response to the RFP by PA. They include two existing NOOs that are working in this 
program only as a result of the RFPs (Intenrational Voluntary Servia [IVS] and 
TechnoServe). The five remaining NGOs that existed before CORDEP and are 
unaccustomed to working under gmts that arc narrowly defined and monitored. But even 
these five recognize that the CORDEP grant rcquhments have forcad them to plan more 
effdvcly and to implement their projects more efficiently. It i s  a conclusion of this 
evaluation that it is pnxisely the narrow focw and the emphasis on quantifiable outputs that 
gives it its Jtrength. It i s  likely that some NGOs not willing or able to adapt to this 
requirement will withdraw from the program, as has already happened with two NGOs 
funded in 1992 (Centro de Servicio y Asistencia a la Producci6n Triguera [CESATJ and the 
Instituto & Capacitaci6n Campaha [INCCA]). 

The data being collected by the NOOs and PA does accurately measure progms 
being made in the projects towards attainment of thc major goals of the CORDEP. PA has 
established a monitoring and checking system that minimizes any chances for distorting data. 



PA should mwe ahead to we the lrystem of random checking of actual mulb in the project8 
to also check badha data to insure its relfrpbWy. Thir adda to the work load of PA 
staff, but it need not be done for mom than a d aampla to ratisfv any doubts about the 
reliability of the txmline data. 

4. To what extent i s  the pTPQJect medug overall and individual activity target83 

5. li the pdect  on schedule? If not, why not? 

The CORDW NO0 component io on schedule and maeting wefall and individual 
activity targets. The number of NQOs PA is tinancing in the year 1993-1994 is fewer (15) 
than in the first year (22) because of a CORDEP managemeat W o n  to work with fewer 
NOOs and to reduce the geographic coyeiage of CORDEP. PA could d y  double the 
NQOs it finances with only a small addition to the ataff. 

6. Have the padkipant N6Os been evaluated to determh if additional 
assistance should be p d d e d ?  

Having established all the systems needed to smoothly administer the NGO cornpent 
from selection to monitoring and evaluation, PA is beginning to direct its attention to the 
needs of the NO08 for addi t id  rrssistance. One measure that PA has already t a h  that 
can be expanded is the formation of the Technical Operative amups around crops. These 
groups are not only practical candidon mcchanb,  but an opportunity for MOO sfaff to 
improve their technical capacity by working with CORDEP cxpexts (including short-term 
specialist brought in by CORDW/DAI). PA should be encouraged to take further advantage 
of CORDEP's capacity to strengthen the capacity of its own staff and that of the NQO 
through CORDEPIDAI. 

PA is also turning its attention to strengthening the NOOs managerial capacity. PA 
should move ahead aggrwsively on this k t  if the NGO component is modified to 
emphasize the self-swCainability of NGOs and mid- to long-term project financing as 
recommended in this evaluation. 

E. Other 

1. Wbat are the attitudes of the NGOs and of the beneficiaries towards the 
assistance provided by PA? 

3. How did the NGOs respond to the adstance provided by PA? Am they 
willing to work with PA? 

4. What reception has PA had among the NGO community? 

The d k t o r s  and staff of the rnqjority of the NGOs visited grade PA's performance 
as nine on a scale of one to ten. Two NGOs that were funded during the first year did not 
submit proposals for the second year. Their stated reason for not continuing with the : 



program i that they m d d a  the CORDEP NaO componart to be 100 buIc.uQoIc ad that 
it rcqSer an cacadve amount of paperwork'. These NO- have other fludlnO IOIKCCU. 
NO- that have or had other murcu of funding also consider PA9r admMstrative ayatam 
and reporting re~uinmcnt 'cx6xadvc." They am, howcvm, quick to ~ ~ ~ O p l i z a  that PA9r 
requirementr have f d  them to have onla in thdr opsratlonr. NaOl that were initiated 
with PA'r funding have no complaintr wcz the grant ahhhation ~ ~ c n t s ,  As 
indicated elsewhen, mopt NU& like PA'a technical monitoring and b&ve it is a positive 
contribution to thdr performance. 

NOOs PA as more than just a simple mulct of funds. The sae PA as a source 
of guidance and technical assistance. This ia eJpsciatly true in administrative matters and in 
matten whae PA can act as a fiadlitator* They pcrcdve PA aa a broker between them and 
all CORDEP implementing agencies, such as PDAWDAVlIfTA ad PA. PA% o%anis;ed 
seminars and workshop8 m highly valued by the NO0 as leaming omportunitia and as 
forums where thdr work can be validated. The Orupoo Tecnicoa Operatives arc also valued 
and seen as the most effective means to coordinate actions among the technical staff on the 
field. 

While PA is highly regarded by all NOOs, t h e  io considerable criticism about some 
of the characterisbics of the NO0 component. NOOs arc highly critical of the lack of 
"flexibilitya in the we of funds, the policy of one year grants, the fact that all equipment is 
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"loaned" to them, and the sometimes excessive zeal with which PA s u m  carry out 
their work. Ofda NOOs see PAps narrow focus and emphasis on productive PrOjaGts as 
limiting. NO0 complaints are dhcted more at the program than at PAps performance. 
They have been dealt with elsewhere in this report. As to tho criticism of excessive 
supervisory d, the cases whcre this complaint was made involve technical issues whae the 
PA staff member and NGO colleague disagree, or where PA's supervisors war! changed 
mid-way through the project and the NO0 staff had to bdef the new PA supuvkor. 

It would be of mutual benefit to have access to a specialized technical resource to 
settle technical disagreement. PA9s monitors (called supervisors) cannot be expected to have 
the technical know-how to assess the technical merits of all the activities the NGOs arc 
engaged in. To strengthen both PA and NGO staff, PA should acass CORDEP/DA19s 
technical assistance murces to evaluate the technical and economic merits of controversial 
projects or activitim. 

Assessing the reception PA hpt had &ong the NGO community is difficult. ahen 
are many NGOs in Cochabamba, but only a few belong to any umbrella organization of 
NGOs, such as Union de Instituciones de Cochabamba (UNIBAMBA). There were three 
members of UNlBAMBA in the 1992-1993 program (CESAT, INCCA, and the Program de 
Asistencia Agrobioarttica a1 Campesino [PAACI). PAAC is the only mmaining member of 
UNXBAMBA in 1993-1994. P M C  opinion of PA's reception among its community is veq 
favorable. CESAT and INCCA as reported arc well funded and think PA9s h~uircmetrts 
e x d v e  in comparison to that of their other donors. The opinion of NGOs outside those 
working with PA could not be easily ascerCained. 



2. What have been the intermdate effedr of PA In the ldfvftlcr on the tar#& 
population to date? 

The intermediate effects on the target population to date have been very positive. In 
the firat full year of aper;ations, with the help of good weather, the NQOs have been able to 
significantly hueam production and productivity among their clients. Wnr in production 
and productivity, as well as the truat gained by the NOOI, am a good return of the funds 
invested. ~ o r t w o y e ~ n o f ' ~ t ~ , h o w s v e r , a r a n o t ~ t t o a u s t a i n ,  
inuwe, and colldolidate the gains. Were tbe NO0 to withdraw fiom moat zones, 
production and productivity would most llkcly rctum to praprojcct level simply becaw 
them are no firm0 or organizatons that can provide the technical asdsEancu and inputs 
needed to sustain the production in-. CORDEP n& to develop a long-term strategy 
to sustain and oonsolidate the gain8 made. This can be best dgne by promoting the 
sustainability of the NOOs themselvm as aclf-srw$ining technical assisCancc organipltions. 

In most NO0 prujects, marketing will continue to be the main barrier to sustained 
development of the traditional agricultural sactor. N(308 and produce associations can play a 
role in solving this consbaint. As an example of the potential cxporC role for NaOs is 
AS=, who--6th the help of D A I 4  in the proccu of ejtporting mme 3,800 qq of fresh 
onions to Pm. The project Technoscrve in the Chapan can m e  as a model for joint 
ventolres between a produars asdation and Agmcapital or other institutions. Projects 
where the NGO itself is a producer of a crop o h t e d  to the export markets can provide the 
basis for building a minimum supply of exportable q u t y  crops to break the initial export 
barrier. Demonstrations that export crops can be produced and exported for a profit can 
probably do more to convince h e r s  to produce quality cmps for export than all training 
and preaching activities together. The role of NOOs and produce 89SOCiations in production 
and export can bat be defined through the IPDP for egch product. 
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EVALUATION METHOD0IU)GY 

The evaluation waa conducted wm a period of four weeks and included a two-day 
s e m i n a r ~ b y o n e o f t h e N ~ O l i n t h e p r o g r a m r r r n d P A t o ~ u a t e ~ e ~ ~ p e r i e n o e o f  
the NO- and PA during the 1W-1993 funding p r .  The methodology used for the 
evaluation included a miaw of project documentation, infer view^ with directm and/or stafP 
members of PAp DAI, AOrocapital, USAIDIBolivia, all the NOOs curmtly funded by PAp 
and three NO08 fund4d during the first year but no longu in the program. It did not include 
interviews with two of the radio programs bdng funded. The evaldon also included visits 
to prgject sites in Misque, A d ,  the Chaparc, and interviews with NO0 beneAciarie8. 



SCOPE OF WORK 



ANNEX B 
SCOPE OF WORK 

The purpoee of tlu evaluation is to srrasr the gMoQr0S6 mads In meethp project 
implementation goals and to assess the Intermediary ettects of the prolect thr~ugt l  1118 
firct 18 months of Implementation, Based on the findlnga of the evaluation, 
rocommcnderione for changer in dedgn and implementation procedures wlll be made as 
sppropriara to increa8lng tho probability that projeot invoctments will meet the stated ~ o e l s  
and pupore of the project. 

Thls mid-rerm evaluation has the following objectives: 

A, To assess the extent to which the NGO component - managed by Plannlng 
Assistance (PA) - Is meering the goal and purpose of the project and based 
on an analysis of the inulcators and assumptions unaerryin~ tho project 
design, to recommend chenees or modificetionr in output& EOPS and , 
implementation strategies and foci. The goal and purpose of the Prcject ere 
a6 followc: 

Goal: to develop al~ernatlve Income and employment to coca- 
growing, with competitive eernings, in agricultural, small 
manufacturino and services In the Department of 
Cochabarnba. 

Purpose: 10 Insure rhat non-governmsnt organizations 4NGOsl make their best 
possible contributions In helplng lmploment tho C3RDEP. 

6. To aswss the extent to which Planning Asristance, if meeting program and 
Srtateglc objectives, 

C. To esaess the effectiveness and to recommend svategles for Improbing the PA 
sub-projecr IrnPlerne~'l:arlon rhrough an analysis of obstacles and bottlenecks as 
well as achlovernentt in project management end adminlstration. 

0 .  To deterrnlne tha etfec~s and Impact of the sub-project on the primary and 
secondary Peneficiaries ~ n d  the adequacy of procedures and Instruments for 
manitoring impact in each one of Iha sub-activities, 



The evalwtlon w l l  tacus on the fomwlng arms derlved from the avalustion objecttvra: 

A. goal and PUrpOEO 
B. progrem objeativer 
C. lmplamrrntatlan sffsctivanoss 
O. prolrct Impact 
E. other 

The ratlonalo and specific questions to be answered by the evaluation team ars as !allows: 

A. Goal acd purpose 

I. Are the sssumptionr made in the logicsl framework of the Coopsrstlvo Agreement 
still valid? If not, what are the Implications for meeting project purposes m d  goal? 

2. is there evidence that the project has improved efficiency, coveraqe, and 
admlnlsrrstion ot [he NGO component to date? It not, why not? 

3. Is there evidence that the project has improved the productivity, qualitv of life, of 
the beneficiaries? i f  not, & cuch evidence likely to appear by project ~0mpleti0n7 

4, Is there any evidonca that a significant portion of the NGOa will bo celf surtainlng 
by the project completion date? 

6, Are adequeta proceduresand meacurer in plate to acdecs the deveiopmental impact 
of the project by its completion date? 

6. Are current time limits adequate for meeting project goal and purpose? 

1. What evidence ewists that the NGO component of the CORDEP prolect coctributas 
to hignet level USAID/Bollvb's strategic objectives? 

2.  To what extent doe8 the NGO component fit with collaboretiva efforts across 
tecnnical sector to meet USAIOJBollvla Strsteg~c Oojectlves? 



3. To what extant I8 t h m  ooordlnatlon amon0 all Mlnbn actlvkks wlthln COR'DEP 
and within altsrnatlvs dslvslopment? 

C. lmplernentstlon Effeotlvanaaa (Project Implemsntatlonl 

1. To what extant la the NGO aomponant meeting originally planned time schedules 
and, i f  needed, have etdactivs sctlons been taken to Improve the implomentetion 
pace 7 

2. To what eFs: mi ha$ thl2 project developed end Implemented adequate tracking, 
technidai m: 't:.~i;:~;j, ,sciminirtratlve monitoring, reporting, finencml planning and 
accountin$ r y  #;*I-.-; ' 

3. Wllat impt;~;;, ~telic'~ irtretegieb have been established for adjusting and 
accommcldatlnc~ 1:,> c=.r! ija.!?lng country, project and LJSAID conditions? 

4 

4, How e f f ~ i i v : . ~  2 r o .  w ~ : ~ ,  reporting and approval arranoementr and mechanlsmr? 

5, How effoct lv~ ~e b h 3  mma! organitatlon end communicstlon among key actors ( eg 
USAiD,, the NGC$, PA, beneficiaries & others) participating in the project? 

6. Did PA prepared the ~)uldelinea to describe goals, purposes, outputs and impact of ' 
the CORDEP project?/ How effective are they? Are they contributing~to promote the 
prnoaratlon and prmentatlon ot the bect possible proposals from the best ouallfled 
NGOsIPVOs? 

7. How many funding propocalo have been received? how many have been funded? 
How many rejected end why? 

9. How effective Is the Technical Committee In proiect selection? 

9. Is there an'ap~roptiate consideration of cort effect~veness in the seiection of 
projects to be funded end in.project ovslustionl 

1. Has e baseline been established from which to meacuro ouerslr project impact? Is 
there gender dissrgregated informrtlon? 



2. To what axlent her s system fw monitoring prograor tor each 8 ~ b - r ~ t l ~ l ~  NGO 
been rot In place? I8 there a general MIE system in place that captures adequate 

progreaa and Impact on all projact actlvltlea7 Is then a procedure in place to nport 
chis date ro UQAlO? 

3. Doer the data collaatsd a:curatdy roflrotr project prodmar toward analnment of 
m jo r  goah? Does data collection methodolc~y yield reliable end significant data? 

4. TO what extent Is the project mating overall and individual activity tar~ets? 

5. la the project on rchedule? If not, why not? 

6. Have rho panklprtlng NGOs beon #valuated ta determine If additlofial assistsnco 
should be provided? 

E, Other 

I .  Wnat are the ettltuaes at tne NGOs and of the beneficiaries towurda tne 8ssis:ance 
provided by PA? 

2. What have been the Intermadlory effects of PA In tha actlvltleo on ths ~argets 
papuletion to date? 

3. How did the NGOs respond to tho assistance provided by PA? Are they willing to 
aork with PA? 

4. What reception hes PA had among the NGO community? 

5. Scope of Work 

The actlvitiss for carrying out the scope of work are as follows: 

A. Review all reievtnt project beokground unclasrifled documentstlon (Projec: Paper, 
Project Agreement. Project lmglemente?ion Letters. technical reports, etch available 
m USAID/Bolivia and in the COROEP project Meo and reCOrdt. 

0. Orart lntervlewlng formats lor start from t!w NGOt, PA. DAl, PDAR, AgroCqpltal and 
USA10/801ivh which will an8w01 the quaetione Ilcted sboue. 

C. Serves as leader of a four Derson informetion gethsrmg team comprised of the 
antractor ana representatives of lJSAlD!Bollvla. the GOB. Planning Assistance. 



P.O. 51196179.00-3118 

Thi8 teem wlil be formed ahottly otter the attlval of the consultant, work on deta 
galhatlng for two to two and one halt weak@ when caid data will be turned over 
to the conrrector tor pteparatlon of reports a8 outlined below. 

0, Conduct, in dlaboralion with other toam members, lnte~lews In rhe field wlth 
appraprlata personnel from the participating and potential NGOs, project banaficlarler, 
CORDEP pareonnel, USAlD/Boll~le, end other Inetltutlons/organizations related to the 
CORDEP project, 

E. Collect, analyzo data prepare drrtr and final report and glve oral briefings to Misslon 
of flclsb. 

The contractor will rubmit a written report contelnlng the l o l l ~ ~ i n g :  

A. Table of Conrents 
B. Executive Summary and glossary of acronyms, etc, 
C. Body of the nport including; 

Evaluation tlndlngs - Evaluation recommendations - Evaluation oonclurio~ 
Lerronr lermrd 
Evsluetion methodolo~y 
evaluation scope ot work 

0. Completed ' AID Eveluation Summary", Form No.1330-50. {See anacheo). 

The contractar will submit a draft report three days before laaving the 
sountty. Ferdbeck from the Mission will be given at the time of the oral 
presentation and if necessary. will be icrwsrded to the contractor tha. 
following wok. 

The final report. (six copies) includln~ all comments and suggestions made bv 
~SAIDIBOI~VI~ will be rubmittad within three woakc after tho contractor leaves ino 
country, 

All reportc must be cubrn~tted In Englirh and Spanlrh. 



T ha period of performance will be a~ptoxlmately twenty one working day8 be~lnning 
on or obout July 12, 1883 and ending on or about ~ugust 6, 1993. 

Subject to \he celllng prlce sstebllahed In thlr purchase order and wlrh pflot ~r l t t8n 
epprovel of the Projetst Manager leer, Blook No. 6b on the Cover Page), contractor ia 
eurhorized to extend the ertimetsd cornplellon date, provided that such extension doer 
not cause the elapsed rlrno tor complerlon ot rhe work, lncludlng the furnlshlng of all 
delfverablea, to extand beyond 90 calendar drya from the origlnal eetimated completion 
data. The contractor shall attach a copy of the project Manager's approval for any 
emnslon ot the term of thlr purchase order to the final voucher submitted for payment. 

It is tho contractor's rcl8pOn8lblllty to ensure that the ProJect Manager-approved 
rdjuatmonts :o tha originalactimted oompletion date do no: r e d t  in cocoa incurred which 
axcsad the coiling prim of this purchase order. Under no circumstsnces shall such 
8dju~tmnts  suthorlzb the contractor to be pald any sum In excess 01 tne celllng prlce. 

A six-day8 work weuk is hereby suthorltsd. 
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AXWEXC 
LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED 

USAID/Bolivh 
La Paz 

Charlea Hash, Project Manager 
Cochabamba 

Harry Peacock, Deputy Coordiitor CORDEP 

PA 
Charles Patterson (La Paz) 
Ramh Irabien (Cocharnaba) 
-Matcl= 
J.L. San Miguel 
Ivonne Carvajal 

AGROCAPITAL 
Arvin Bunker 

DAYCORDEP 
Jack Rosholt, Chief of Party 
Gustavo Mantilla, Marketing Specialist 
Gngory Minnick, Forestry and Natural Resources Specialist 
Charles Foster, Marketing Speciatist 
John B. O'Donnell, IBTA Evaluation 

ASTEC 
Hermogenez Espinoza, Director 
Mauricio Rojas 
Serafin Vidal , 

Juan Carlos Rojas 

CADIA 
David Villarod, Dinctor 

SIATA 
Advincula Soto 



I.V.S. 
Ramon Dc Mora 

, SERVIAGRO 
Lucio Colque, 
Antonio G o d t z  
J O ~ ~ Y  
Elise0 Colque 

INDASA 
Enriquc Selma 

Grover Arebalo 
A n d m  Pnysig 

WINAY SWAY 
Ramiro Guillen 
Luis Medina 
Carlos Guillar 
Humberto Cosio 
Javier LarrP 
Juan CabIwa 

r n R I  
Juan Antuana 
Hugo Bustamante 

INSODEC 
Rene Cabrera 
Jorge Uruciia 
Femndo Rivem 

CEPROCA 
Fernando Vallqjos 

PAAC 
Martin Villaroel 

e Magda Villaroel 
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UNNIEXD 
AID EVALUATION SUMMARY 

A, Purpooa of the Adivlty Evaluated 

The activity evaluated ir the d t  of a three year cooperatve m e a t  betwom 
USIrBI]CI/Bolivia and PA designed to help insure that NO01 mak;e their best possible 
mtdbudon in implementing CORDW. PA p m v k  grant8 to NO08 who can b a t  achieve 
the goal, purpoaer and output8 of CORDEP, with emphasir on pqjects in the Chapare 
region. PA monitors and d u k a  NO0 inpub, outputs, and impact in close collaboration 
with USAID offica and all CORDEP implementing agenda to ensure good financial 
management of all NO0 pj&. 'l'b main goal of the Coopcratlve agr#menQ is the same 
as CORDEP: to develop alWative employment to coca growing, with competitive 
earnings, in agriculture, small manufiactwring, and d m  in the Department of 
Cochabamba. The pupom of the OOOptrative agi#ment is to ensure that the NOOs make 
their best possible mtribution in helping implemart CORDEP. 

B. Purpm of the Evaluation and Methodology Used 

The purpose of the evaluation is to assess t?e extent to which the NO0 
component-managed by P A 4  m&g the god and purposes of CORDEP. In addition, 
the evaluation awascs the indicaton and assumptions underlying the wed deign, and 
recommends changes or modificatim in outputs, EOPS, and implementation strategy an8 
foci. 

The evaluation was conducted over a period of four weeks and included a tU;o-&y 
seminar organid by one of the NGOs in the programs and PA to evaluate the experience of 
the NOOs and PA during the 1992-1993 funding year. The methodology used for the 
evaluation included a review of project documentation, interviews with dhctom andlor staff 
members of PA, DAI, Agrocapital, USAID/Bolivia, all the NOOs currently funded by PA, 
and three NOOs funded during the first year but no longer in the program. It did not include 
interviews with two of the radio lpograms funded. The CV81uabion also included visits to 
prqjed sites in Misque, Arani, the Chaparc, and intdcws with NO0 bendiciaries. 

C. Main Evaluation Ftndlngs and Recommendations 

This well managed and coordinatad project b contributing as expected to 
CORDEP'r g d  to develop alternative income and employment to coca grrrwing 
and pmccsshg in the Cochabamba region. 

Although all stated assumptions in the logical framework arc still wW, it has now 
became apparent that the Cooperatve Agreement nads tohe lrcviewed to addm 
the issue of the sustainability of the gains made in agricultural production and 



produaivity. To do tblr, fiumerr aad contir~uad acccu to agricultural production 
input8 and technical assistance. At pucnt, the NO08 am the only ranos of 
tbchntcal assistance in most areas and for moat fiumen, as well su the only reliable 
prarlda of agricultural inputa. Consequently, their amtinuity in important to 
a~urdh~ths~s~madsbythefarmsn,otlclLstwrtIldthaths 
farmer themdvea can provide theso d m  through foimer 8SJOd8fionr or private 
fhm. It Is nmmmendd, therdorrr, that CORDEP make changm in its NGO 
p r o m  that wIU help NGQI strive t o e  d e e n c y .  

Them is much room for improving modhation among all Mission activitied within 
CORDEP and withh alternative development, This is a complex project with 
multiple implementing institution8 making arordlnotion an capeddy dWicult task. 
The m a  p r d a d  coordination mrrlrnnlan to improve the NGO component's 
perfolnlmce ma the mlewal of colrsenwu on the component among the key 
implementing Institutions and thc adaption of the FPDP by these instfhrtiom as 
thelr guide to d o n .  

NO08 (within and outside of CORDEP) am currently, in most areas, the only 
sionificant suppliers of inputs and tschnical assistance acrvices in most fPnning 
areas. It is unlikely that either the state or private for-profit firms will enter the 
market in the near future. It is also unlikely that most farmer cqymhtions would 
be able to supply t h m  s d c a  as efficiently and at a lower cost than the NOOs. 
It is therefon important for CORDEP to d w  its NGO component stmtegy 
and pow to make it m easy as W l e  for tBe NGOs to develop and 
implement strategies for their own long-term sustakbllity. 

Current time limits are not adequate for mating project goal and purposes. For 
all practical purposes, this (July 1993 to June 1994) is the second and last year of 
activities as conceived in the mopaativc a p m m t .  Without an extension of the 
NG.0 compojmt to run until the PACD for CORDEP, thus is a danger that most 
of the gains being made will not be consolidated and thus fail to contribute to the 
achievement of the goal and purpose of the project. USAID should consider 
funding the NGO during the remrrJninL life of CORDEP. 

PA assistana has established a well designed and very detailed syatem for the 
administrotion of the component. The system is functioning well. PA staff is 
gendywellngardadandrespscfsdbyNOOstaff. Thefcwunnplaintsssemto 
center not on technical or adrmnrstrafi 

. . 've issua, but on occasional owzealow 
projact supervision. If USAID extends the We of the NGO component, lt 
should also extend PA's cooperah qmment. 

In all crops attmded by the NGOs, yields per hectare have i n d  significantly, 
in some cases doubling and tripling. These incmrses have been achieved by using 
high quality seeds (not even certified seeds), introducing new varietia and 
improved technologies, providing technical BSSiSt8nce through the production cycle, 
and by using unadulterated inputs provided by the NOOs. Mthough them is 



CORDBP'a NOO component M oontribubtng to the anergam and amsolidation of 
~ d n a r r o w l y ~ N O O I I t h a t p l a y a r a l e L t h e d f a r m a a e c b r m  
agriculturat -logy UUI~ Md @dturol input p r w l d e r a  Both mles arr! 
important in area and activith where neither tbe state nor the privatafof-profit m%m have 
a s i g d f i c a n t , ~ .  The# NGO will borne mom amman aa many donon and cxisthg 
older NOOs drift their atra!@a &om b d  based integrated rural dcvdopma~t activities 

1 with emphasis on education and community development to income and job producing 
proj-. CORDEP'a NOO cqdeaa can sene aa a model fwr the Bolivian asVanmeat as 
it maganha and m m  the IBTA and d a  d d v e  modela for a new national . 
system for agricultural tachnology transfer. 


